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Recently, in the United States, many ﬁlms have featured the Iraq
War, drawing attention to one of the most critical problems in the
twenty-ﬁrst century. Michael Moore’s Fahrenheit 9/11 (2004) won
twenty-six awards including the Palm d’Or at the Cannes Film Festi-
val. A few years later, James C. Strouse’s Grace is Gone (2007) was
nominated in two categories for a Golden Globe, while Paul Haggis’ In
The Valley of Elah (2007), was nominated for an Oscar. In addition,
Brian De Palma’s Redacted (2007) and Kimberly Peirce’s Stop-Loss
(2008) received high praise. These ﬁlms which deal with the Iraq War
provide the audience with the opportunities to rethink the problems of
the war in terms of both politics and humanity, and in particular the
issue of human dignity.
In Britain, two contemporary playwrights also have dealt with the
Iraq War. David Hare wrote Stu# Happens in 2004, its revised version
in 2006, and The Vertical Hour in 2006. Meanwhile, coincidentally in
the same year 2006, Caryl Churchill’s Drunk Enough To Say I Love
You? was performed at the Royal Court Theatre. In contrast to the
recent ﬁlms on the war, which highlight ordinary people in the Iraq
War, Hare and Churchill focus on the political leaders of the war. It
is noteworthy that these two foremost contemporary playwrights
wrote their plays about the leaders and the advisors of the Iraq War
almost at the same time.
The representations of women in Hare’s plays about the war are
unique in comparison with those of the American ﬁlms on the Iraq
War mentioned above. Generally, as Philomena Goodman states,
women in war are described as a symbol of “bounty, of home, of peace,
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of what the men are ﬁghting for” (128). However, in Hare’s plays,
there appears no such women who simply wait for men to take actions
in the war. For instance, in his two versions of Stu# Happens,
Condoleezza Rice, one of the most powerful members of the Bush
government, appears as a female character participating in the deci-
sion-making about the war. By examining the representations of the
women in the plays by Hare on the Iraq War, this essay discusses how
Hare describes women and the political leaders of the war in the two
versions of Stu# Happens. The essay ﬁnally discusses The Vertical
Hour, a play written also by Hare, focusing on the female character
who teaches at Yale University.
1
In Stu# Happens, Hare dramatizes ironically the political mecha-
nism of the Bush government which advanced the Iraq War. This play
was ﬁrst performed at the Olivier Auditorium in the National Theatre
in September 2004. The title “Stu# Happens” is taken from Donald H.
Rumsfeld’s words which he uttered in an interview on his response to
the American conquest of Baghdad, which took place on 11 April
2003. Rumsfeld was the Secretary of Defense of the USA from 2001
to 2006. By using Rumsfeld’s words, “stu# happens,” Hare shows that
the Bush government failed to take into serious consideration the
violent outcome of their decisions to start the Iraq War.
In Stu# Happens, by presenting the journalistic accounts by a
news reporter called “An Actor,” and at the same time by showing on
the stage some incidents which actually happened, Hare makes it clear
how the war started and why it still continues. Framing the actions in
the play by “An Actor” ’s reports, Hare provides a distance between
the incidents on the stage and the audience in the manner of a
Brechtian alienation e#ect. Thus, he aims to present to the audience a
detached perspective to look at the actions of the leaders of the Iraq
War.
In this play, few female characters appear on the stage.
Condoleezza Rice, who became the Secretary of State in 2005 after
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Colin Powell, is the only woman among the main characters. The
wives of Bush and Rumsfeld appear on the stage only once, being
described as typical subservient housewives who cook supper and
support their husbands. Moreover, Laura Bush speaks only three
sentences. On the other hand, Rice is portrayed as an important
person who leads the USA to invade Iraq. At ﬁrst, like Powell, she
raises a question about the validity of the invasion of Afghanistan,
which functioned as a kind of prelude to the Iraq War. Importantly,
what she is most concerned about here is the hegemony of the USA,
that is, whether the USA can exert its power e#ectively in the area so
as to maintain its prestigious position:
Rice. Mr President, Afghanistan is a country-this is a place with
a history. It was nemesis for the British in the nineteenth
century. It was nemesis for the Russians in the twentieth.
All I’m concerned is it isn’t our turn in the twenty-ﬁrst.
Nobody says anything.
Wolfowitz. That’s what’s good about Iraq. It’s do-able. (22)
What is to be noted here is the reason why she feels uncertain about the
validity of the invasion of Iraq is not her humanitarian concern but her
anxiety about the possible failure of US foreign policy. Her principle
in considering the American policy is always to enhance the national
interest and the political power of the country. Her idea of how to
resolve current international political problems is quite simple: “Punish
France, ignore Germany and forgive Russia” (116). Her strong
attitude toward these countries which oppose to the policy of the State
comes from her political stance as the Secretary of State to enforce
American hegemony.
Rice is one of the “top girls” described by Churchill, such as
Marlene in Top Girls or Marylou in Serious Money. She is a female
leader who lives in male society by following the male social discourse.
Hare describes Rice as a woman who constantly tries to check her
external posture as a public o$cial of the Bush government. When
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Rice appears on the stage for the ﬁrst time, “An Actor” explains that
she has two mirrors in her o$ce, so that she can look at her back as
well as her front (6). The real Rice actually keeps two mirrors on her
desk. In one of the interviews, she explained the reason for it: “I do try
to make sure everything is in place” (Sciolino). By looking at both
sides of herself by the mirror, Rice on the stage also makes it sure that
she embodies a perfect image of political stability both within herself
and in the USA. On the other hand, although she wants to be seen as
part of the most inﬂuential group in society, what she says cannot give
much impact on either Bush or other male politicians, such as
Wolfowitz, Rumsfeld and Cheney. In Act Two Scene Seventeen, Bush
pretends to listen to her talk on her anxiety about the “imbalance”
between Powell on one hand, and Bush and Rumsfeld on the other.
When she realizes Bush’s inattentiveness, she makes a sharp remark to
him: “I’m not sure this situation can go on as it is” (90). Even these
words fail to attract Bush’s attention. And yet, she has no choice but
to subjugate herself to Bush’s policy in order to keep her political
position.
When the play was ﬁrst performed at the National Theatre in
2004, Michael Billington, a well-known theatre critic, described the
character of Rice as “ice-cold.” When it was produced again at the
Public Theatre in New York from March to June in 2006, her
portrayal had slightly been changed. In The New York Times, Ben
Brantley comments on Rice and Powell on the stage: they are “good
soldiers and usually the calmest, most objective minds in a room.”
Brantley points out the change in the characterization of Rice in the
revised version:
She exudes the preternatural cool and poise we associate with the
real Ms. Rice, while registering barely perceptible tremors of
ambivalence beneath the glacial facade. (Mr. Hare has tempered
his original, less charitable portrait.) (“David Hare’s Stu#
Happens”)
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As Brantley says, Hare changes the portrayal of Rice in the revised
version from an “ice-cold” female politician to the one who feels
somewhat ambivalent despite her “preternatural cool and poise.” This
di#erence shows that Rice in the revised version is characterized as a
woman who is sensitive and understands her situation, more than the
“ice-cold” Rice in the ﬁrst version, who simply follows the aggressive
policy of the Bush government in order preserve her political position.
In the revised version, Hare emphasizes Rice’s humane concerns for
and sympathy with Powell, presenting her as a person who feels
uncertain about the validity of the decision to invade Iraq. At the end,
she decides to leave the White House.
The di#erence of the portrayals of Rice between the one in the
ﬁrst version of Stu# Happens (2004) and the other in the revised
version (2006) become particularly clear in the scenes where Rice and
Powell are on the stage by themselves. Rice in the revised version is
described as a politician who comes to have her own standpoint to look
at the state of the war. In this new version Rice’s character even
changes during the course of the play.
In the ﬁrst version, in Act Two Scene Sixteen, where Powell
explains his view on the governmental policy, Rice only makes brief
responses to Powell’s political remarks: “That good, eh?,” “Four-
teen?,” “Do you like this guy?,” “You like him” and “OK” (845).
Moreover, Rice and Powell are portrayed as feeling rather close to
each other and they “both smile” (84) to each other. Rice pays great
respect to Powell’s superior position in the government. On the other
hand, Rice in the revised version says nothing when Powell insists on
his critical view on the political strategy in the White House. Her ﬁrm
attitudes are depicted in the stage direction: “Rice looks up,” “She is
cool, not dropping her gaze,” “Rice’s gaze is steady, not giving away a
thing. Powell could wait an hour and she still wouldn’t speak,” “Still
Rice says nothing” (834). Rice does not tell him even whether she
agrees with him or not. In contrast to their friendly mood in the ﬁrst
version, the revised scene shows a strong tension between these two
politicians, as can be seen in the stage direction: “The two of them look,
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unforgiving” (84). In this scene, at ﬁrst she does not show clearly any
humane concerns about Powell’s political view; her attitude toward
him is rather antagonistic, while her independent-minded posture as a
politician is emphasized. She proudly regards her job as a “ﬁlter”: “I
work best as a ﬁlter, I think” (83). In the revised version Rice behaves
thus on the basis of her view of her political role, which is to “distil and
represent points of view to the President” (83).
In the ﬁrst version of the play Powell implies that he wants Rice
to give her advice to Bush, saying that since she is Bush’s “trusted
adviser,” she should fulﬁll her responsibility. Rice answers him with a
smile:
Powell. . . . .
They stare at one another a moment.
Do you think. . . do you think you could speak to the Presi-
dent?
Rice. Why don’t you speak to him?
They both know the answer, so neither speaks.
Powell. No point in being a trusted adviser unless she gives some
trusted advice.
Rice smiles in assent.
Thank you.
Powell goes. Rice sits alone. (85)
Using “she,” not “you,” in referring to the adviser to the President,
Powell asks her in a roundabout way to advise Bush to negotiate with
France in term of the second resolution. In other words, Powell gives
a kind of pressure to Rice so that she will carry out his own wish. Rice
understands his intention and accepts his request willingly, although he
uses an impersonal expression “she” instead of “you” in referring to
her.
In the revised version, however, she neither smiles nor reveals her
thought to Powell at all:
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Powell. . . . .
They stare at one another a moment.
Good, you need to speak to the President.
Rice. Why don’t you speak to the President?
Powell. Condi, you’re his trusted adviser. Give him some trusted
advice.
Powell goes. Rice sits alone. (Underline mine, 845)
In Powell’s speeches in this scene, Hare changes the personal pronoun
from “she” to “you,” and what is more, Powell calls Rice by her ﬁrst
name “Condi.” After Powell strongly requests her to give Bush correct
advice, he goes away without listening to her answer. Compared with
the same scene in the original version, the scene in the revised version
presents the power relationship between Rice and Powell as more
equal. Rice is portrayed as an expert politician who does not easily
reveal to Powell her real intention. Rice and Powell negotiate with
each other coolly as the top politicians in the Bush government. The
tension in this scene highlights Rice’s independent attitudes toward
Powell as a politician.
In the next scene, Act Two Scene Nineteen, Rice’s actions are
greatly di#erent not only from those in the ﬁrst version but also in the
previous scene in the revised version. This becomes clear when Rice
goes to Powell’s o$ce after “Frenchman” leaves. In the revised
version, Hare expands the conversation between Powell and Rice to
nearly twice their original length. After Rice enters Powell’s o$ce, she
ﬁrst expresses her concern for him: “Are you all right?” (93). In the
ﬁrst version they immediately start talking about Blair’s political
actions. Moreover, Rice’s most notable words in this scene in the
revised version are: “I don’t know I’ve been concerned for you. . . .
Lately” (93). Obviously, after hearing Powell’s request in the previous
scene, Rice has been considering Powell’s behaviour and the meaning
of his words; the “cool and political” Rice seems to have been worried
about her colleague Powell after their conversation. In this scene,
Hare describes Rice and Powell as good companions who exchange
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their political views with equal status. In the original version, she
cannot fully explain her political views while Powell cuts o# her
speaking (96). On the other hand, Rice in the revised version speaks
out her views without hesitation.
The di#erence of the portrayal of Rice in the two versions
becomes most conspicuous in Rice’s last words and action in the ﬁnal
scene of the play. Rice in the original version, who responds to
Powell’s question with a smile, demonstrates her simpliﬁed forceful
strategy to the countries which oppose to the US invasion: “Punish
France, ignore Germany and forgive Russia” (116). At the end, she
remains in the government together with Rumsfeld and Cheney, while
Powell leaves it: according to the stage direction, “All the Actors stand
like a line of inspection on either side. In silence, Powell turns and,
without turning back, leaves the play” (119). On the other hand, in the
revised version, this speech by Rice supporting the foreign policy of the
Bush government is totally omitted, and instead, her strongly inde-
pendent political stance is articulated by herself:
In silence, Powell turns and without turning back, leaves the
play.
An Actor. At one point Condoleezza Rice is asked to deﬁne her
attitude to events in the White House.
Rice: I am determined to leave this job without anyone ﬁguring
out where I stand on any major issue.
And Condoleezza Rice leaves. (118).
Rice in the revised version, who comes to have a di#erent view from
others in the Bush government, faces a di$cult decision about whether
to follow the discourse of the Bush government as a politician or not.
Rice is deeply disappointed that nobody pays any attention to what she
thinks about the US policy. As a result, she decides not to follow any
more the male politicians on the Bush side, but takes action to pursue
her own principle, leaving the White House. In the revised version,
Hare presents Rice’s dilemma, which comes from her awareness that
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her political views can exert no impact on the male politicians although
she tries to carry out her responsibility as an advisor to the President.
She chooses to hold her own belief, leaving the White House, so that
she will no longer be involved in the governmental policy. By describ-
ing Rice as a political expert who is cool-headed but faces her dilemma,
Hare characterizes her as a politician with more complex feelings,
making her speeches and behaviour look more credible than those in
the original version. As a result, the audience understands that her
decision to leave the government is not impulsive but comes from her
deep reﬂection.
However, although Rice in the revised version is a more in-
dependent-minded woman, in both versions of the play Rice is depicted
as a woman whose political view di#ers from those of the male
politicians, but who cannot bring any change to their policy. In the
original version, although Rice poses questions about the policies made
by the male politicians, she still follows them. By contrast, in the
revised version, although she feels uncertain about the invasion of Iraq,
clearly standing on the side of Powell, she abandons her attempt to
take actions to put her political views into practice, leaving the White
House. By portraying Rice’s inability to change the whole policy made
by the overwhelmingly powerful male politicians, Hare underlines the
hopeless situation of the Iraq policy brought about by the Bush
government.
2
Like the episode of Rice’s keeping two mirrors in her o$ce, many
actions and speeches in Stu# Happens, including the title of the play,
are drawn from the actual words and deeds of the leaders in the
political world, particularly in the Bush government. Hans Blix, the
ﬁrst executive chairman of the United Nations Monitoring, Veriﬁc-
ation and Inspection Commission, admitted the correctness of the
characters’ speeches in the play:
I was impressed to see how Hare had succeeded in condens-
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ing over one year of national and international discussions and
controversy into an electrifying play of a few hours. Of course, to
be revealing, many lines in the play had been made sharper and
more naked than they were in reality, but I could recognize many
as authentic quotations. George Bush and Tony Blair might not
like all the lines put in their mouths, but I did not ﬁnd them nasty.
I thought the play acquired more credibility by avoiding being
particularly crude. (“Reviewing Myself”)
As Blix says, the use of the actual speeches gives the play a sense of
reality for the audience. At ﬁrst sight, this play may look like
Fahrenheit 9/11, a documentary ﬁlm directed by Michael Moore in
2004, the same year when Hare’s play was ﬁrst performed. However,
Hare himself states in the “Author’s Note” that Stu# Happens is “a
history play,” not a documentary:
Stu# Happens is a history play, which happens to centre on
very recent history. The events within it have been authenticated
from multiple sources, both private and public. What happened
happened. Nothing in the narrative is knowingly untrue. Scenes
of direct address quote people verbatim. When the doors close on
the world’s leaders and on their entourages, then I have used my
imagination. This is surely a play, not a documentary, driven, I
hope, by its themes as much as by its characters and story.
(“Author’s Note,” Italics mine)
As Hare says, Stu# Happens is “a history play,” in which he used his
imagination in portraying even what seems to have been hidden from
the public. Surely this play is not an agitprop play, a play which
foregrounds “agitation and propaganda” (OED), but a play in which
the author dramatizes the real political leaders and actual happenings
in history from his own standpoint.
Hare never o#ers his speciﬁc personal political views to the
audience, but draws their attention to the social and political realities
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by portraying the absurd human situations surrounding the war. In
fact, depending on the ways how the theme is dramatized, plays about
the real wars can be categorized as political theatre. In Mireia Aragay
and Ramon Simo´’s 1996 interview with Harold Pinter, Pinter deﬁned
a political play as a play dealing with “the real world” (75). Pinter
states:
Political theatre now is even more important than it ever was, if
by political theatre you mean plays which deal with the real world,
not with a manufactured or fantasy world. (74)
Michael Patterson gives a deﬁnition of political theatre as “a kind of
theatre that not only depicts social interaction and political events but
implies the possibility of radical change” (34). There are many more
deﬁnitions of political theatre, such as agitprop and Brechtian epic-
realism (Lennard and Luckhurst, 97104), but to discuss all these
deﬁnitions is beyond the scope of the present study. Therefore, this
essay follows the deﬁnitions by both Pinter and Patterson, regarding
political theatre as one which deals with social and political issues in
the real world, including wars, and which leads the audience to think
about the possibilities of radical social change.
In order to create “a history play,” Hare uses the character called
“An Actor,” who provides the audience with a detached perspective to
look at the actions on the stage. The existence of “An Actor” serves to
remind the audience that the play is a ﬁction. By the vehicle of “An
Actor,” Hare criticizes not only the political mechanism of the Bush
government, but also Iraq itself, a country which cannot protect itself.
At the beginning of Stu# Happens, “An Actor” insists that it is a “sin”
not to raise a voice in protest or not to resist the wrongdoing:
An Actor. The Inevitable is what will seem to happen to you
purely by chance.
The Real is what will strike you as really absurd.
Unless you are certain you are dreaming, it is certainly a
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dream of your own.
Unless you exclaim-‘there must be some mistake’-you must be
mistaken. (3)
At the end of the play, Hare makes an “Iraqi Exile” speak lines similar
to the speech of “An Actor” quoted above. After the “Iraqi Exile”
criticizes Donald Rumsfeld’s words, “stu# happens,” as “the most
racist remark I had ever heard” (120), this character also points out
the mistakes of the Iraqi people:
It [Iraq] failed to take charge of itself. And that meant the worst
person in the country took charge. Until this nation takes charge
of itself, it will continue to su#er.
I mean, Iraqis say to me, “Look, tell America.” I tell them:
“You are putting your faith in the wrong person. Don’t expect
America or anybody will do it for you.
“If you don’t do it yourself, this is what you get.” (120)
The “Iraqi Exile,” whose gender is not speciﬁed in the text, left the
homeland twenty-seven years ago. Hare portrays the exile as an
outsider who does not belong either to Iraq, the USA, the UK or any
other country. His point of view seems neutral and impartial because
the exile can look at the realities of the war from an unbiased
standpoint as an outsider. Like “An Actor,” this character gives this
play an apparently objective perspective.
By dramatizing realistically as well as imaginatively the process in
which the current political problems of the Iraq War came into being,
Hare created “a history play,” dealing with both Americans’ political
aggressiveness and the powerlessness of Iraq. He takes up one of the
most serious issues in the contemporary world, and presents the whole
political situation in a disengaged manner.
This essay has discussed David Hare’s two versions of Stu#
Happens, mainly focusing on the characterization of Condoleezza
Rice, a female politician among the leaders in the Bush government.
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In the second version of the play, as has been discussed, Hare changes
signiﬁcantly the characterization of Rice. However, in both versions
of Stu# Happens, Rice is represented on the whole as too powerless to
bring any change to the dead-end situation of the war. At the same
time, Hare describes the meaninglessness of the Iraq War through the
portrayal of the leaders who ignore the view of the woman who
understands the basic problem of the war much better than they.
Moreover, these two versions of Stu# Happens have the same
characteristic that neither is “a political play” in a strict sense, al-
though both deal with the current political situations of the Iraq War.
As Hare himself says, Stu# Happens is indeed “a history play,” in
which current historical facts related to the Iraq War are presented
from Hare’s points of view. The use of a narrator called “An Actor”
serves to transform the actual political events on the stage to “a history
play.” Thus, Hare enables the audience to keep a distance from the
views of the political leaders on the stage and to reconsider the current
situations of the Iraq War created by these leaders. By avoiding
making his play “a political play,” Hare o#ers the audience an oppor-
tunity to establish their own view concerning the signiﬁcance of the
Iraq War.
In the years from 2004 to 2006, when two versions of Stu#
Happens were produced in London and New York, the justiﬁcation of
the Iraq War had been gradually collapsing, and the world leaders had
begun to be criticized for their lack of insight. In October 2004, the
Iraq Survey Group conﬁrmed the new report about the Weapons of
Mass Destruction: “At the time of the 2003 U.S. invasion, Iraq did not
possess weapons of mass destruction, and most of its programs to
produce them were dormant” (“Weapons That Weren’t There”). In
March 2006, Condoleezza Rice acknowledged partly their mistakes: “I
know we have made tactical errors, thousands of them I am sure”
(Tempest). Instead of dealing with the civilians whose peaceful lives
have been destroyed and disoriented by the Iraq War, Hare dramatizes
the leaders’ inability to handle the problems of the human situation
during the war. At the same time, by changing the characterization of
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Rice in the revised version, he shows the possibilities of disagreeing
with the government policy about the Iraq War, regardless of one’s
political position. This new portrayal of Rice in the revised version
suggests some of the characteristics of Nadia, the female main charac-
ter in Hare’s next play about the Iraq War, The Vertical Hour (2006).
3
In November 2006, The Vertical Hour, Hare’s most recent play
was performed at the Music Box Theater in New York. The play deals
with the theme of war, in particular of the Iraq War. The main
character is Nadia, an American female professor of political studies at
Yale University. Neither focusing on the leaders nor on the ordinary
civilians, the play encourages the audience to look at the Iraq War
from the point of view of a political specialist.
Nadia, who used to be a journalist in the battleﬁelds, advised Bush
to invade Iraq at the outbreak of the war. During her vacation, she
and her British boyfriend Philip visit his father Oliver who lives in a
house with a “lawn overlooking the Welsh and English countryside”
(17). While discussing with and arguing against Oliver over the
validity of the Iraq War, she comes to realize what she actually wants
to do is to confront the realities of the war and to report what is
happening at the battleﬁeld in Iraq. Finally, Nadia decides to go back
to Iraq as a war correspondent instead of teaching political studies in
an academic institution without actually getting involved in the war.
By presenting Oliver’s views on the wars, Hare poses a question to
the audience about Nadia’s academic position which enabled her to
advise the invasion of Iraq to the President, consequently assisting the
war. Nadia gave her advice to Bush not as a private person but as a
political specialist in the war strategy of the USA. Having been a war
reporter, she is well aware of the bloody realities of wars, but she
supported the invasion, mistakenly thinking that the invasion was a
“humane intervention” for the sake of freedom for the Arabs (34).
She says that she agreed with the invasion from her experiences, since
the West has done nothing to save people in the inhuman situations
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when she was a reporter in the battleﬁelds. Nadia’s inner conﬂicts
between her real feelings and her consciousness of her position as a
political specialist are exposed by her boyfriend’s father Oliver, who
meets her for the ﬁrst time. As a political specialist, she tries to debate
with him calmly and logically. However, when Oliver points out that
being an academic, she is aloof from the a#airs of the actual world,
Nadia becomes extremely upset.
At the same time, Oliver mentions the di#erence between the
public attitudes toward the leaders in the USA and those in the UK:
“No doubt you [Nadia] feel that if your president calls, you have to
answer that call. If my prime minister called, I’d let it ring. That’s the
di#erence” (31). Oliver is not concerned about authority, even author-
ity of the Prime Minister or of the Queen. Instead, he pays great
respect to poets, such as William Blake or Wilfred Owen. He is deeply
sceptical of authority of the political leaders who often assert that they
carry out their policies for the sake of their nations. Like Rice in the
revised version of Stu# Happens, Nadia changes her previous political
position of supporting the Iraq War. Hare encourages the audience to
judge the political issues by themselves and to take action for whatever
they believe is right without being afraid of changing their stances.
In 2008, at Jerwood Theatre Downstairs in the Royal Court, The
Vertical Hour was performed again by a di#erent director and actors
from those at the ﬁrst performance. In the interview with Ola
Animashawun, an associate director of the Royal Court Theatre, Hare
talks about the subject matter of this play:
How do you relate your private life to what is happening to you in
the world around you. . . . how does what happens in the world at
large impact on everyday life and how do people accommodate
the way the world is changing in their own views, attitudes and
more profoundly in their emotional lives?
David Hare makes the audience think seriously how war a#ects
people’s private lives. The Vertical Hour draws the audience’s atten-
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tion to their own responsibility to understand what is happening in the
Iraq War and what impact it gives on their actual lives. What is most
important for ordinary people is neither the political leaders’ subjective
views nor the objective views of the academics, but their own in-
dependent-minded attitudes.
According to Pinter and Patterson’s deﬁnitions of political thea-
tre, mentioned earlier in this essay, The Vertical Hour can be
categorized as political theatre. For this play indicates to the audience
that the social conditions under the war may change if each of the
audience has his/her own awareness and insight into the basic nature
of the political issues and take actions to bring a change in society. In
Stu# Happens, which Hare himself regards as a “history play,” he
describes the absurd political situations led by the leaders, keeping
distance from the political events happening on the stage. By contrast,
in The Vertical Hour, Oliver’s view against the war may represent the
author’s own views, showing possibilities to bring a radical change in
the political state of the world.
    
In 2006, a year when the second version of Stu# Happens and The
Vertical Hour were performed, Saddam Hussein, an embodiment of the
evil for the leaders of the UK and the USA, was hanged. And in 2007,
Tony Blair left the post of the British Prime Minister partly due to his
responsibility for mishandling the Iraq War. In 2008, the presidency of
George W. Bush drew to a close, and the election campaign for the
next presidency took place. The whole world was particularly excited
about this campaign because of the possibility of Barack Obama being
elected the ﬁrst black President of the USA. Finally Obama won the
election and declared his intention to end the Iraq War in his o$cial
website “The Change We Need”: “Immediately upon taking o$ce,
Obama will give his Secretary of Defense and military commanders a
new mission in Iraq: successfully ending the war. The removal of our
troops will be responsible and phased.” However, it remains still
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uncertain how the world situation will turn out after the Iraq War.
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